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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

Applicant's election with traverse of group I, claims 34-45, in the reply filed on 28 
April is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that all groups have a common 
special technical feature, specifically the mold recited in claim 34. This is not found 
persuasive because, while it is agreed that the mold of claim 34 is different than the 
mold disclosed in Loxley (US Published Application 2002/0152768) the mold of claim 34 
does appear to be the same as that recited in DE 10130186 (as discussed in detail 
below under the prior art rejection). Therefore, since the special technical feature which 
links the claims together is found to have been previously known in the prior art, the 
groups lack unity of invention under PCT rule 13.1 and 13.2, and thus restriction 
between the groups is proper. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

Claims 34, 35, 37-39, 42, 44 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Wagner (DE 10130186, based on the English abstract submitted 
by Applicant). 



Application/Control Number: 10/567,489 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1791 

Wagner discloses a mold for slip casting a ceramic article where a slurry is 
poured into a porous body and a inflatable body is introduced into the slurry and inflated 
creating a hollow area in the ceramic being formed while a wall is delimited. 

Referring to claim 35, Wagner shows the distance between the interior inflated 
body and the exterior mold as being close to constant across most of the mold (Fig 3). 
Since the term "substantially constant" is not defined in any greater detail by the current 
specification, this is assumed to meet the limitation of claim 35. 

Referring to claim 37, Wagner discloses a slip casting type of mold, which one of 
ordinary skill in the art would understand means it would absorb liquid in a manner 
similar to plaster (and in fact often is plaster). 

Referring to claim 38, the inner portion is described as balloon like and is inflated 
(deformed) to achieve the final shape used to form the body. 

Referring to claim 39, the inner portion of Wagner is deflated (removed toward 
the interior) in order to remove it after the article is formed. 

Referring to claim 42, the inner portion of Wagner is removed by deflating which 
causes it to come unstuck from the article being formed. 

Referring to claim 44, the inner portion of Wagner would inherently have to have 
an air injection hole in order to perform the inflation operation described. 

Referring to claim 45, Wagner discloses a device holding the inner portion that 
could be considered a support (shown is reference number 9 in the figures). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl^ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 36, 40, 41 and 43 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wagner, which is relied upon as discussed above. 
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Referring to claim 36, while Wagner does not specifically disclose the dimensions 
of the ceramic article created, it would be within the ability of one of ordinary skill in the 
art to adjust the distance between the inner portion and the outer mold in order to create 
an article of the desired size according to methods commonly used and understood. 

Referring to claims 41 and 43, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill In the 
art that the Inner portion should be made from a material which Is Inert to the slurry to 
prevent any reaction from occurring and resulting in undesirable properties in the article 
formed, and silicone is a material known to be inert to ceramic slurries and capable of 
the deformation required by Wagner. 

Referring to claim 40, the selection of the materials discussed above would meet 
the limitations of claim 40. 

Conclusion 

Any Inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RUSSELL J. KEMMERLE III whose telephone number 
Is (571 )272-6509. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through 
Thursday, 7:00-5:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven Griffin can be reached on 571-272-1 189. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Steven P. Griffin/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 1791 

/R. J. K.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



